Optimization Summary

CERTIFIED
L Environmental Product Declaration

OPTIMIZATION

UL.COM/EPD

Company Name Interface Inte rface®
Validity period  9/18/18 - 9/18/21

EPD Name, Declaration Number, Certification Period

Interface Americas Modular Carpet on GlasBac Nylon 66 styles, Declaration #4787521006.102.1, October 10 2016 - 2021

Reference EPD Name, Declaration Number, Certification Period

Interface Modular Carpet tile with GlasBac Backing & Solution dyed type 6,6 Nylon, Declaration #110919.11CA29311.102.1,
September 19, 2011 - 2016

UL/IBU PCR Part A: Version 1.3, June 2014

Product Category Rules & Version IBU. Part B: Requirements on the EPD for Floor coverings (IBU, V1.6, 07.30.2014)
Reference EPD @ Product Specific |:| Industry Average
s NP https://spot.ul.com/data/spot/api/v1/products/5ad1ed7055b0e82d946a9674/documents/She
Link to Optimization Addendum 1a169950155450897cfa2

Comparability Criteria Totals . . o o

(from comparability worksheet)

Conforms with LEED v4 Building Product Disclosure and Optimization - EPDs, Option 2. Multi-attribute optimization
The comparison of these construction products conforms to the requirements of 1ISO 14025 §5.6, §6.7.2 and 1SO 21930 §5.5, §7.3.

Modules in Which Changes Occur
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Environmental Impact Reduction
Percent change is not an appropriate method to represent changes in Ozone Depletion Potential, due to large differences in orders of magnitude between results.
Global Warming Potential Photochemical Ozone Creation Potential Acidification Potential Eutrophication Potential Abiotic Resource Depletion (Fossil Fuels)
Reference Optimized Reference Optimized Reference Optimized Reference Optimized Reference Optimized
PRODUCT 11 6.58 5.4E-03 3.1E-03 0.042 0.029 0.0067 0.003 184 116
CONSTRUCTION .021 0.13 -5.7E-04 -3.1E-04 1.4E-03 8.7E-04 3.9E-04 2.5E-04 3.0 1.9
USE 0.443 0.443 8.29E-05 8.29E-05 1.3E-03 1.3E-03 1.90E-04 1.90E-04 411 411
END OF LIFE 0.31 0.09 7.2E-05 3.1E-04 8.7E-04 7.2E-04 8.3E-04 1.9E-04 4.4 1.4

-39% -37% -30% -55% -37%

Optimization Sources

The reduction in impacts were driven by de-materialization and increased use of recycled materials. Also reduced process waste and the use of renewable energy
both in manufacturing and in our supply chain contributed to the improvements. Closed loop recycling improved end-of-life stage impacts.

Interpretation

This is a very robust comparison particularly because it shows the progress of a specific product over time through actual improvements in materials and
manufacturing processes. The PCRs have slight differences, but ones that do not materially affect the impact results. The impact comparison was done
using CML characterizations because some of the characterization factors in TRACI versus TRACI 2.1 used different units which prevents comparison.

This comparison is an excellent demonstration of product optimization. Because the LCAs were done by the same LCA practitioner, using the same
software, same program operator, and background data. Only the changes in the product’s actual composition and production are evidenced in the changes
in impacts reported in the EPDs. For the Comparability Criteria EPD content and PCR version, the differences are not substantive and were only due the

continuous improvement of EPDs and PCRs.


https://spot.ul.com/data/spot/api/v1/products/5ad1ed7055b0e82d946a9674/documents/5ad18d3f95c155008ccfce77
https://spot.ul.com/data/spot/api/v1/products/5ad1ed7055b0e82d946a9674/documents/5be1a1e995c15545d897cfa2

CERTIFIED
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ULCOM/EPD

UL Environment Comparability Rating Results
Select as applicable; totals displayed on Summary front

Comparability Criteria Totals . . o o

Results and interpretation are further explained in the Optimization AddelJdum provided at:

Representativeness

Scope

System Boundaries

LCI Background Data & LCA software
Data Quality

Impact Assessment

Comparability Criteria
Environmental Product Declaration

Interpretation

Robust Comparison

) More than half of criteria are equivalent or identical for comparison

(%5 Less than half of criteria require additional interpretation for comparison
© No criteria are flagged that warrant significant justification for comparison
° No criteria are flagged that prevent comparison

Compare with Caution

Use Phase Calculations

End of Life Assumptions

Allocation Rules

Cut-Off Rules

Materials & Additional Information
EPD Content & PCR Version

‘ Less than half of criteria are equivalent or identical for comparison

27 More than half of criteria require additional interpretation for comparison
Q One or no criteria are flagged that warrant significant justification for comparison
° No criteria are flagged that prevent comparison

Ineligible for Comparison

0 More than one criteria are flagged that warrant significant justification for comparison

@ One or more criteria are flagged that prevent comparison

https://spot.ul.com/data/spot/api/v1/products/5ad1ed7055b0e82d946a96 74/documents/5bela
1e995¢15545d897cfa2

Comparability Criteria

Representativeness

If benchmark EPD is industry average, the compared product

specific EPD is represented in the average

If benchmark EPD is product specific, the compared product is equivalent
Product specific EPD is not represented in industry average EPD or not
equivalent to benchmark

Scope

Identical functional units, product category definition/description
and equivalent period of validity

Equivalent functional units, product category definition/description,
and period of validity

Different functional units, product category definition/description,
and/or different period of validity

System Boundaries

Equivalent system boundaries with equivalent modules exluded
Includes A1-A3 with identical use phase and EOL options
Includes A1 - A3, no use phase, no EOL options

LCI Background Data & Software

Consistent LCI background data and software
Consistent LCI background data, different software
Consistent software, different LCl background data
Different LCI background data, different software

Data Quality*
Equivalent data quality with equivalent data collection procedures
Some equivalent data quality and data collection procedures

Different data quality with different data collection procedures

*Quality refers to coverage, precision, completeness, representativeness, consistency,
reproducibility, and sources

Impact Assessment Method

Identical inventory and impact assessment categories, method & version
Equivalent inventory and impact assessment categories, method & version
Different inventory and impact assessment categories, method & version

Assumptions & Calculations
Use phase

Identical use phase calculations and units
Different use phase calculations and units

End of Life

Equivalent end of life assumptions by disposal option
Different end of life assumptions by disposal option

Allocation

Equivalent choice of allocation method(s)

Different choice of allocation method(s) with robust sensitivity
analysis showing allocation choice affects results by <5%
Different choice of allocation method(s) w/o sensitivity analysis

Cut-off Rules

Identical application of cut-off criteria for inclusion of flows
Different application of cut-off criteria with robust sensitivity
analysis showing cut-off criteria affects results by <5%

Different application of cut-off criteria without sensitivity analysis

Materials & Additional Information

Equivalent provision of additional environmental information,
declared materials and substances

Different additional environmental information, declared materials
and substances

EPD Content and PCR Version

Equivalent EPD content, format, and reference PCR version number
Different EPD content, format, and reference PCR version number


https://spot.ul.com/data/spot/api/v1/products/5ad1ed7055b0e82d946a9674/documents/5be1a1e995c15545d897cfa2
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